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DETAILED ACTION 
Double Patenting 

1. Applicant is advised that should claim 19 be found allowable, claim 23 will be 
objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75 as being a substantial duplicate thereof. When two 
claims in an application are duplicates or else are so close in content that they both 
cover the same thing, despite a slight difference in wording, it is proper after allowing 
one claim to object to the other as being a substantial duplicate of the allowed claim. 
See MPEP § 706.03(k). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

3. Claims 1, 6, 10, and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Morley et al. (US 2002/0186765 A1). 

Regarding claim 1, Morley teaches a method for scaling a first bitmap from a first 
size to a second size ("decimating a digital image", Paragraph 9), the method 
comprising: 

accessing a first bitmap ("image", Paragraph 32); 
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iterating through the first bitmap and performing the following until no more size 
reductions are needed to scale the first bitmap to the second size (The feedback loops 
in figure 2 demonstrate the need to iterate through blocks until the entire image is 
processed): 

identifying a group of pixels from the first bitmap ("Read a 16x16 Block" 
, 202, Figure 2); 

identifying a unique pixel or unique pixels in the group of pixels (Variance 
computations 204, 214, and 224 are used to decide which parts of the block to 
decimate, Figure 2); and 

copying one or more pixels including the unique pixel or the unique pixels 
from the group of pixels to a second bitmap, wherein one or more pixels are not 
copied to the second bitmap and are not the unique pixel or pixels (Steps 208, 
218, and 228 write blocks of data based on the variance computations 204, 214, 
and 224, Figure 2). 

Regarding claims 6, Morley teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein the first 
bitmap and the second bitmap are different bitmaps, and wherein the second bitmap 
comprises copies of pixels from the first bitmap that have not been altered or 
transformed (Figure 1 has distinctly separate input and output images). 

Regarding claim 10, Morley teaches a computer device configured to execute 
the method of claim 1 (Paragraph 66). 
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Regarding claim 14, Morley teaches a computer readable medium that performs 
the method of claim 1 ("The software may reside in RAM memory, flash memory, ROM 
memory", Paragraph 66). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
4. Claims 2, 4, 11, 12, 13, 15, 19, 23 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) 
as being anticipated by Morley et al. (US 2002/0186765 A1) in combination with Suzuki 
et al. (US 5,754,698). 

Regarding claims 2, 1 1 , and 1 5, Morley teaches the method of claim 1 , 

Morley does not teach claim 1 further comprising comparing each pixel in the 
group of pixels to a comparison set in order to identify the unique pixel or pixels. 

Suzuki teaches claim 1 further comprising comparing each pixel in the group of 
pixels to a comparison set in order to identify the unique pixel or pixels (the "Sub- 
sampling patterns" are a method of determining which pixels to decimate based on a 
comparison, Suzuki Figure 15). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to apply the sub 
sampling patterns of Suzuki to the decimation method of Morley as one of many 
"decision[s] to decimate" (Morley Paragraph 46). 

Regarding claim 4, Morley and Suzuki teach the method of claim 2, wherein the 
comparison set is not in the group of pixels (The patterns of Suzuki Figure 15 are not 
included in the original image). 

Regarding claims 12, 19, and 23, Morley and Suzuki teach the method of claim 
1 , wherein the first bitmap and the second bitmap are different bitmaps, and wherein the 


Application/Control Number: 10/800,528 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2624 

second bitmap comprises copies of pixels from the first bitmap that have not been 
altered or transformed (Figure 1 has distinctly separate input and output images). 

Regarding claim 13, Morley and Suzuki teach the device of claim 12, wherein 
the method implemented by the executable instructions further comprises saving the 
second bitmap (Morley paragraph 66 gives several examples of where the bitmap could 
be stored). 

Regarding claim 24, Morley and Suzuki teach claim 15, wherein the first bitmap 
and the second bitmap are the same bitmap for in-place scaling (Morley Figures 4A-4C 
show in place decimation). 

5. Claims 3, 5, 7, 8, 9, 16-18, and 20-22 are rejected under Morley et al. (US 
2002/0186765 A1) and Suzuki et al. (US 5,754,698) in combination with Scott et al. (US 
5,097,518). 

Regarding claims 3 and 16, Morley and Suzuki teach claims 2 and 15, 
respectively. 

Morley and Suzuki do not teach the invention wherein the unique pixel or pixels 
comprises the most unique pixel or pixels. 
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Scott teaches an image scaling device wherein individual pixels are selected for 
decimation and those pixels are written to the output (Scott Figure 9). 

It would have been obvious at the time of invention to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to use the chosen pixels in the set written to the output as taught by Scott in the 
scaling method of Morley and Suzuki because those pixels have already been 
designated as containing important image data by the decimation decision section of 
Morley (Morley Figure 2 shows decimation decisions based on, for example, variance). 

Regarding claim 5, Morley and Suzuki teach claim 2. 

Morley and Suzuki do not teach the method wherein the group of pixels 
comprises the comparison set. 

Scott teaches comparing a group of pixels to an adjacent group of pixels to make 
decimation decisions (Scott Figure 8 "Next Pixel Position Register" in the "Horizontal 
Reduction Scaler")- 

It would have been obvious at the time of invention to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to use the next pixels to make decimation decisions as taught by Scott in the image 
scaling method of Morley and Suzuki to determine "the level of detail within the block" 
(Morley Paragraph 46). 

Regarding claims 7 and 20, Morley and Suzuki teach claims 2 and 19, 
respectively. 
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Morley and Suzuki do not teach claims 2 and 19 wherein the comparison set is 
adjacent to the group of pixels. 

Scott teaches comparing a group of pixels to an adjacent group of pixels to make 
decimation decisions (Scott Figure 8 "Next Pixel Position Register" in the "Horizontal 
Reduction Scaler"). 

It would have been obvious at the time of invention to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to use an adjacent pixel block as taught by Scott to make decimation decisions in the 
method of Morley and Suzuki because adjacent blocks of pixels to determine local 
image data similar to "the level of detail within the block" (Morley Paragraph 46), but in 
the adjacent block. 

Regarding claims 8 and 21, Morley, Suzuki, and Scott teach the method wherein 
the comparison set comprises one pixel (Scott Figure 8 "Next Pixel Position Register" in 
the "Horizontal Reduction Scaler" operates on single pixels). 

Regarding claim 9, Morley, Suzuki, and Scott teach claim 7, wherein the first 
bitmap and the second bitmap are the same bitmap for in-place scaling (Morley Figures 
4A-4C show in place decimation). 

Regarding claim 17, Morley, Suzuki, and Scott teach a comparison set not in the 
group of pixels (The patterns of Suzuki Figure 15 are not included in the original image). 
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Regarding claim 18, Morley, Suzuki, and Scott teach claim 16. 

Morley, Suzuki, and Scott as applied to claim 16 do not teach the computer 
medium wherein the group of pixels comprises the comparison set. 

Scott teaches comparing a group of pixels to an adjacent group of pixels to make 
decimation decisions (Scott Figure 8 "Next Pixel Position Register" in the "Horizontal 
Reduction Scaler"). 

It would have been obvious at the time of invention to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to use an adjacent pixel block as taught by Scott to make decimation decisions in the 
method of Morley and Suzuki because adjacent blocks of pixels to determine local 
image data similar to "the level of detail within the block" (Morley Paragraph 46), but in 
the adjacent block. 

Regarding claim 22, Morley, Suzuki, and Scott teach a comparison set 
comprising a plurality of pixels (Morley Figure 2 shows scaling operations based on 
blocks). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jared W. Radkiewicz whose telephone number is (571) 
270-1577. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 - 5:00 EST. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Brian P. Werner can be reached on (571) 272-7401. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

JWR 

/ Brian P. Werner/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner (SPE), Art Unit 2624 


